This exploratory study investigated attitudes toward gay men and lesbians among the general student population of a midsized university, paying special attention to differences in demographic measures and attitudes across campus recreational sport participants and nonparticipants. Specifically, the study sought to investigate differences in attitudes toward gay men and lesbians among the following groups: campus recreational sporting participants/nonparticipants, differing religious affiliations, socioeconomic status classifications, and participant self-identified sexual orientation. This study used a modified version of the Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay Men scale administered in person to acquire attitudinal scores and demographics of respondents. Multivariate analysis of variance statistical testing procedures were used, revealing significant differences in attitudes of campus recreational sport participants based on religion, and sexual orientation. Overall, participants who identified as Evangelical Christian held more negative attitudes toward nonnormative sexualities than Roman Catholic or nonreligious participants, and participants who identified as heterosexual held more negative attitudes than gay or lesbian participants.
campus recreational settings (A. R. Anderson & Mowatt, 2013) while attempting to provide insight into how these settings may differ from the campus environment at large. It is important for all involved in campus recreational settings to more fully understand how (or if) the settings provided for recreation may differ significantly from other areas of the campus, and to begin to consider why such differences may exist. To create campus recreational settings that are open to the widest number of possible participants, those involved in the settings should recognize the possible differences in attitudes held by participants that exist toward particular groups.
Previous Research on Attitudes Toward Gay Men and Lesbians
In social environments, the attitudes of participants and the population group that make up the environment can significantly impact the overall culture (Visser & Mirabile, 2004) . Attitudinal research has a long history in seeking to determine the impact that individually held attitudes may have on overall group environment dynamics, specifically when it comes to attitudes toward minority groups (Flores, 2014; Nowak, Szamrej, & Latané, 1990; Stein, Post, & Rinden, 2000) . Given the highly social settings that a university environment provides, including those found within campus recreational sport programs, it is within reason to expect that the aggregation of individually held attitudes can heavily influence the overall nature of the environment itself.
Research on the attitudes and treatment of different population groups toward nonnormative sexual identities, including specifically toward gay men and lesbians, has taken a number of different forms. Much research has focused on the individual experiences of gay men and lesbians within the university and sporting environments, often indicating increased levels of homophobia within these spaces on campus (E. Anderson, 2002; E. Anderson & Bullingham, 2015; Pronger, 1990) and the possible negative impact that these experiences have on the greater participatory experience of all participants (Elling & Janssens, 2009; Price & Parker, 2003) . Other research has focused more specifically on athletic participants and the attitudes of those within collegiate athletic environments toward participants of nonnormative sexuality with similar results (A. R. Anderson & Mowatt, 2013; Roper & Halloran, 2007; Southall, Anderson, Nagel, Polite, & Southall 2011) . While the value of studying the attitudes people hold toward gay men and lesbians has been relatively well established in the studies referenced above, there remains a lack of understanding about what contributes to these differently held attitudes. This study can aid in further understanding the impact that these attitudes may have on the participatory environment within university sporting and recreational environments.
of specific minority groups that remain underrepresented and uncomfortable in many settings (American Council on Education, 2012).
Self-identified nonheterosexual students are still more likely to report incidences of harassment, bullying, and potential violence on college campuses than their heterosexually identified counterparts (Rankin, Blumenfeld, Weber, & Frazer, 2010) . Self-identified LGBT young people also report a likelihood to hide their sexual identity to avoid possible harassment and have a higher prevalence of mental stress and disorders that could lead to significant consequences (physical self-harm and suicide) than heterosexual young people (Meyer, 2013) . These incidences of harassment and violence can occur throughout a variety of common areas on a modern campus but are particularly prevalent in sporting and recreational environments which can carry highly normative organizational structures regarding participation (Gay, Lesbian & Straight Education Network, 2012) .
Within campus sporting and recreational environments, often characterized as highly heteronormative, the issue of heterosexism has been especially prevalent. Identifying as a nonheterosexual participant within these areas has often resulted in social ramifications serving to dissuade possible participants from engaging, thus denying them the benefits of participation (Elling & Janssens, 2009) . Openly gay and lesbian participants may also fear being "outed" during participation and thus may choose not to participate (E. Anderson, 2005) . Research has also indicated that particular programs (i.e., club sport programs) may have an underlying level of homophobic attitudes held by participants that can create an unwelcoming environment for openly gay and lesbian participants (A. R. Anderson & Mowatt, 2013) .
Previous studies have largely not addressed whether attitudes held by recreational sports participants are significantly different from those of the student body at large, and where those differences may manifest themselves. Participants, coaches, and administrators can benefit from this information in their attempts to create environments that are open to diverse participants. University administrators at all levels can use this analysis to determine what structural and environmental factors may allow for the building of an inclusive culture within activity-specific spaces. The purpose of this study was to build on these previous studies while providing information on how attitudes of campus recreational sport participants may differ based upon heretofore underexplored demographic variables (religion, socioeconomic status [SES] , and sexual orientation).
Methods

Subjects
The subjects for this study were students enrolled in large lecture-based courses at a midsized public midwestern university. A census sampling technique was used in which all students enrolled in the course were invited to participate by the principal investigator during a selected class session. Participation in the study involved responding to a short demographic and attitudinal survey distributed to the subjects and collected by the principal investigator upon completion. Students in the courses were free to forgo participation in the study; however, all students present at the time of administration chose to participate. A total of 445 respondents participated in the study, producing a sample with adequate power for the selected statistical testing procedures.
Instrumentation
Data were collected using the ATLG scale (Herek, 1984 (Herek, , 1988 . The ATLG scale has been used in a variety of settings with adequate levels of validity and reliability to measure such attitudes, including in university (Hinrichs & Rosenberg, 2002; Roper & Halloran, 2007) and campus recreation settings (A. R. Anderson & Mowatt, 2013) . This study employed the same version of the scale as previously employed in a study within the campus recreational sport environment by A. R. Anderson and Mowatt (2013) , with an adequate level of reliability (Cronbach's alpha = .952). The ATLG was chosen as the method in this study due to its ease of distribution, wide applicability, and previous use with university students and campus recreational participant populations.
The survey consisted of two parallel 10-item subscales to allow for direct comparison of attitudes toward gay men and attitudes toward lesbians, as well as a composite ATLG score. Subjects were asked to respond to a series of statements about gay men or lesbians on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Scoring was completed through the addition of individual item scores to yield a total ATLG score ranging from 20-140, with a higher score indicating more negative attitudes. The version used in this study included slight alterations to language to increase relevance to the target population and was identical to the validated scale used in a previous study of campus recreational sport participants (A. R. Anderson & Mowatt, 2013) .
The survey tool also contained demographic questions for each respondent to allow for subsequent testing of the data among various subsets. These questions included sex, grade level, race, religious preference, parent (household) income, sexual orientation/identity, personal interaction with gay men/lesbians, and campus recreational sport participation information. In particular, respondents were asked if they participated in "sport or recreational activity in the university setting," and additionally if they "engage in any of the following campus recreational sport activities," with the university campus recreation offerings listed for selection. The combination of these questions allowed for determination of subjects as "participants" or "nonparticipants" within campus recreational sports. The specific research questions for this study were as follows:
1. Did the student population that participated regularly in campus recreation hold significantly different attitudes toward lesbians and gay men than those that did not participate? 2. Did the religious preference of campus recreational sport participants significantly impact their attitudes toward lesbians and gay men? 3. Did the SES of the campus recreational sport participants (measured by annual household income) significantly impact their attitudes toward lesbians and gay men? 4. Did the sexual orientation/identity of the campus recreational sport participants significantly impact their attitudes toward lesbians and gay men?
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Data Collection and Analysis
The investigator gained approval from the university's institutional review board and instructors of large lecture-based general education courses in which the survey was to be distributed. At an agreed upon class session, the principal investigator invited all present students to participate in the study, informing them that their participation was voluntary and responses would be anonymous, and provided them with a paper survey for participation. This represented the only opportunity for subjects to participate. Completed surveys were machine scanned to tabulate frequencies and percentages for the survey questions. Mean ATLG scores were calculated utilizing a scoring system ranging from 1-7 for each item, in which highly homophobic responses were scored as "7" and highly nonhomophobic responses were scored as "1." The resulting scale ranged from scores of 20 (highly nonhomophobic) to 140 (highly homophobic). Independent samples t tests, analysis of variance (ANOVA), and multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) testing was undertaken to evaluate differences between demographic categories utilizing SPSS, Version 21, and the data met all necessary assumptions for the different statistical tests that were employed.
Results
Mean ATLG Scores
The sample of respondents in this study was distributed across the variety of demographic variables as represented in Table 1 . As a whole, responses were obtained from 445 students for which ATLG, Attitudes Toward Lesbians (ATL), and Attitudes Toward Gay Men (ATG) scores were calculated. The average ATLG score for the sample was 55.07 (Cronbach's alpha = .952), the average ATL score was 27.35 (Cronbach's alpha = .902), and the average ATG score was 27.72 (Cronbach's alpha = .906); individual question items and mean scores were also calculated (Tables 2 and 3 ). The results of the overall ATLG measures indicate that approximately 21.3% of all respondents reported ATLG scores of 80 and above, with 8.1% of respondents reporting an ATLG score of 100 and above; the highest score reported was 136 (2 respondents).
When looking at the subset of respondents who reported regular participation in campus recreation, the average scores remained strikingly similar, although falling slightly (Table 4 ). The same can be said when looking at the subset of respondents who reported no regular participation in campus recreation (Table 4) . Within campus recreational sport participants (n = 311), approximately 19.6% (61) of respondents reported ATLG scores of 80 and above, with 124 being the highest score reported. Within nonparticipants (n = 113), approximately 25.7% (29) of respondents reported ATLG scores of 80 and above, with 136 (2 respondents) being the highest score reported.
Significant Differences
Independent sample t testing revealed that respondents who reported regular participation in campus recreational sport had a statistically nonsignificant difference in ATLG, ATL, and ATG scores from those respondents who did not report such participation. A one-way MANOVA test revealed that the campus recreational sport participants' religion had a statistically significant effect on their attitudes toward gay men and lesbians, F(12, 586) = 3.366, p < .01, L = .875. The respondents' religion had a statistically significant effect on overall ATLG mean scores, F(6, 294) = 5.714, p < .01; ATL mean scores, F(6, 294) = 5.852, p < .01; and ATG mean scores, F(6, 294) = 5.344, p < .01. A Tukey's honestly significant difference (HSD) post hoc analysis revealed that respondents who identified as "Evangelical Christian" reported significantly higher ATLG scores than respondents who identified as "Roman Catholic" or "No Religion" (p < .01). Respondents who identified as "Other" also reported significantly higher ATLG scores than respondents identifying as "No Religion." No other religious affiliations showed significant differences in ATLG scores (Table 5) . The results of the Tukey's HSD post hoc analysis for subscale ATL and ATG mean scores revealed differences in the exact same pattern as the ATLG scores above, with one exception. In the ATG subscale, no significant statistical difference was found in the mean scores of those respondents identifying as "Other" and those identifying as "No Religion" at the .01 level, but the difference was statistically significant at the .05 level (p = .046). All other statistical differences remained the same, as shown in Table 6 .
A one-way MANOVA test revealed that campus recreational sport participants' SES (as measured by annual household income) did not have a statistically significant effect on their attitudes toward gay men and lesbians, F(8, 584) = .621, p = .760, L = .983. However, a one-way MANOVA test revealed that campus recreational sport participants' sexual orientation had a statistically significant effect on their attitudes toward gay men and lesbians, F(4, 612) = 2.758, p < .05, L = .965. The respondents' sexual orientation had a statistically significant effect on overall ATLG mean scores, F(2, 307) = 5.578, p < .01; ATL mean scores, F(2, 307) = 5.492, p < .01; and ATG mean scores, F(2, 307) = 5.389, p = .01. A Tukey's HSD post hoc analysis revealed that respondents who identified as "Heterosexual or straight" reported significantly higher ATLG, ATL, and ATG scores than respondents who identified as "Gay or lesbian" (p < .05). No significant differences existed at any level between respondents who identified as "Bisexual" and those of other selected orientations (Table 7) . 
Discussion
While, in the current sample, there seemed to be no statistically significant differences in the attitudes of campus recreational sport nonparticipants toward gay men and lesbians and their counterparts who were regular campus recreational sport participants, the data do point to some important implications. While a high level of generalization is not possible from a single exploratory study at one institution, the data indicate that the religious affiliation of a student participant may have an impact on the attitudes that the participant holds toward this particular type of diversity. This is consistent with some of the research related to religious affiliation and homophobia/heterosexism both inside (Sarac, 2012) and outside of sport (Reese, Steffens, & Jonas, 2013; Whitley, 2009 ). However, the research investigating the linkages between religion, campus recreational sport participation, and attitudes toward nonnormative sexualities is lacking. As a student service environment open to all members of the campus community, recreational facilities and programs are used by participants with a large variety of religious affiliations, with varying levels of adherence. The findings of this study suggest that as these environments become more religiously diverse, the opportunities for negative experiences for participants of nonnormative sexualities, or participant withdrawal, could increase if efforts are not made to ensure that all participants feel respected, even when viewpoints differ. In light of the data from this sample indicating higher levels of heterosexism when recreational sport participants identify with particular religious affiliations at this institution, other institutions with specific religious affiliations may need to take care to monitor the environment at their institution, given the likelihood of a large number of participants with strong conventional religions affiliations. As this exploratory study suggests, more research is necessary at a variety of institutions to better understand possible barriers to participation and managerial implications. For the variable of SES, this study indicates that the participants' annual household income does not have a significant effect on their attitudes toward gay men and lesbians. One may have expected that those of higher SES may be more willing to accept different forms of diversity for a variety of explored reasons, including the likely presence of generally elevated education levels (Duncan & Murnane, 2011) . However, this study indicates that this measure may not be as important a determinant of attitudes toward diversity as some other personal attributes.
When it came to respondents' self-identified sexual orientation, the sexual orientation of participants did have a significant effect on participant attitudes toward gay men and lesbians. While the result that participants who identify as gay or lesbian hold more positive attitudes toward gay men and lesbians may not be surprising, per se, there are important managerial ramifications that may come from the data presented here. Although small in numbers in this sample, it does seem that openly gay men and lesbians are participating in campus recreational sport at a variety of levels and continue to do so. Given this participation, the level of homophobia that may exist within the environment itself should be of concern to recreational managers. Administrators within campus recreational environments may be well served by the adoption of inclusive messaging, including explicit policy and inclusion statements which clearly articulate the purpose and nature of recreational spaces. Such policy statements serve to openly and firmly articulate the inclusive nature of recreational spaces on campus and can relatively easily communicate to participants of nonnormative sexualities and identities that they are welcome and encouraged to participate.
The presence of a small number of self-identified bisexual respondents within this sample is of interest as well, as they possessed no significantly different attitudes toward gay men and lesbians than their heterosexual or openly gay/lesbian counterparts. This result is likely attributed to the very small number of self-identified bisexual respondents in the sample, but it does raise issues related to the fluidity of sexual identity and attitudinal differences that may be attributed to those different measures of sexual identity. That is, while one may assume that participants of nonnormative sexual identities may hold more positive attitudes toward others of nonnormative sexual identity, this is not always the case. Accordingly, the management and policy decisions that go into the creation of an "open" space for participants of nonnormative sexual identity are not necessarily the same for every institution or situation. There are steps that recreation managers can take to ensure that their participatory spaces are as welcoming as possible for those who identify as gay or lesbian, but there is not a "one size fits all" plan for such creation. More research is needed to determine the effectiveness of particular management and policy decisions as it relates to creating these environments for different classes of participants.
Limitations
There are some important limitations to this exploratory study that should be noted, particularly as it relates to the overall homogeneous nature of the sample population, the sampling technique used in the study, the sample size of nonnormative respondents in the population, and the generalizability of results. When it comes to the religious affiliation of the respondents, the makeup of the sample was such that particular religions lacked necessary numbers to draw any significant results, despite relatively large overall mean score differences. This was particularly true for the Buddhist, Muslim, and Jewish religious populations in the sample. This isn't surprising given the demographic makeup of the university from which the sample was drawn but should be noted when interpreting results, as well as implementing of any policy recommendations by managers in these areas.
Self-identified sexual orientation also provides some limitations in determining the impact of relatively small numbers on an overall attitudinal environment. Given the background, location (suburban midwestern United States), and size of the institution (approximately 9,000 undergraduates) from which the sample came, it is the author's opinion there were an unsurprisingly small number of selfidentified gay/lesbian and bisexual respondents within the sample (12 gay/lesbian, 10 bisexual). Given the stigma still attached to sexual identity and the overall small number of the population identifying as having a nonnormative sexual orientation, there is a difficulty in determining the exact impact that a presence of participants with nonnormative sexual identities may have on the overall campus recreational sport environment at institutions.
This study used a census sampling technique in which the primary investigator went into large, general education lecture classes and administered the survey to all students in the class session. This methodology has particular limitations which should be noted. Participants in the study may have experienced increased levels of coercion to participate in this study, even if they had little interest or incentive to do so. This, of course, can have negative effects on the data if participants are filling out the survey simply because they feel they must within the classroom environment. While the data show no evidence of nonnormalcy, this limitation should be considered when interpreting the results. The makeup of general education classes may also serve as a limitation of this study. While, overall, the sample represented institutional makeup with regard to gender and race, large general education classes often enroll higher numbers of first-and second-year students, who may show lower levels of cognitive, emotional, intrapersonal, and interpersonal development than students who are further along in their matriculation (Patton, Renn, Guido, & Quaye, 2016) . In this sample, of the 439 usable responses to the demographic "grade" question, the breakdown was as follows: freshman (111, 25.2%), sophomore (179, 40.7%), junior (89, 20.2%), and senior (60, 13.6%). This demographic breakdown should be considered when interpreting the results of this study, although MANOVA testing did not indicate any statistically significant differences in ATLG, ATL, or ATG scores based on grade level, F(8, 868) = 0.238, p = .984, L = .996.
Given these specific limitations, care should be taken when extrapolating generalities from these exploratory data. While it is clear that there are concerns revolving around participant religious affiliation and sexual identity when it comes to the attitudes that those participants hold toward those who are openly gay and lesbian, it is also clear that more data are needed. Future study of these issues can serve to build upon these initial data to determine the exact impact and policy/ managerial decisions that should be made to counteract possible unwelcoming environments that openly gay and lesbian participants may encounter in campus recreational settings.
Future Implications
This study builds upon the growing body of knowledge addressing issues of sexual diversity within sporting settings, particularly the very limited research available addressing these issues within the campus recreational environment. The addition of religion and sexual orientation variables, and their possible impact on overall sporting environments within campus recreation, is an important first step in furthering this type of research. Given this preliminary investigation, further study is needed with more diverse samples, particularly as it relates to religious affiliation and sexual identity. This study provides a solid foundation upon which larger studies utilizing a variety of institution types and locations can further address these issues within campus recreation.
Future studies should also seek to address the relationship between the campus recreational environments and other areas of institutions that offer services to all students. Areas of campus incorporating academics, student residence, university athletics, and recreational services may offer acute insight into the overall student experience and give recreational professionals a more complete picture of policy and programmatic options available to create an open and welcoming environment for all students.
When and where issues of unwelcoming environments may exist, recreational professionals should investigate a variety of mechanisms through which these environments can be changed. Further study should incorporate policy and educational initiatives in addition to programmatic changes that can be implemented in efforts to create a safe, secure, and open environment for openly gay and lesbian individuals within campus recreation. This study provides a basis for such investigations to take place, even if further study is called for to investigate just what factors may play into the formation and impact of participant attitudes on the overall culture of recreational spaces.
